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All participants (applicant, applicant's representative, PTO personnel): 

(9) Mr, dULo^^T 



Date of Interview . 
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Type: ^Telephonic □ Personal (copy is given to □ applicant □ applicant's representative). 
Exhibit shown or demonstration conducted: □ Yes Q-No. If yes, brief description: 



Agreement □ was reached with respect to some or all of the claims in question. Swas not reached. 
Claims discussed: \ ck-^Q 
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Identification of prior art discussed: L fil ' S"7 (?7 f Jg ^ ^.^T <g#~ , 5, 7 6, if 2 (y^ W 
Description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an agreement was reached, or any other comments: S-ejz. ^ Mi^t^ / ^£^~' 



iiIS2i?n3 fhellTl^ 8 a r h ndme !L ,S - " r ai ',f b ' e ,' WhiCh ,he examiner agreed wou,d render the claims allo ^ble must be 
attached. Also, where no copy of the amendments which would render the claims allowable is available, a summary thereof must be attached.) 

IS'l . It is not necessary for applicant to provide a separate record of the substance of the interview. 
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In the interview on 8/24/04, with respect to claim 1, Mr. Brendzel pointed out that 
Sakamoto et al does not teach user specified directives that flow to module 3, or signals 
flowing from decision logic to the two logic modules (esp. line 13 of claim 1). With 
respect to claim 23, Mr. Brendzel pointed out Sakamoto et al does not teach user 
specified directives as before, or comparing bits using a second register, and that there 
would be no motivation to combine Sakamoto and Tounai. Mr. Blount consulted with a 
Primary examiner, and on 8/24/04, told Mr. Brendzel that they felt that a reply to the 
Office action should be made, because they felt that there was an issue concerning the 
control signal 4, and that with respect to the previously discussed framers (and 
consequently the portion of claim 1 which states "develops signals that flow to said 
framer. . ."), the examiner referred to section C of the Office action. Mr. Brendzel again 
mentioned the issue concerning motivation to combine with respect to claim 23, and the 
examiner referred to column 8 lines 23+ of Sakamoto, and col 4 lines 35+ of Tounai. 



